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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This Office Action is in response to applicant's communication filed September 6, 
2006 in response to PTO Office Action dated June 7, 2006. The applicant's remarks 
and amendment to the specification and/or claims were considered with the results that 
follow. 

Claims 1-37 have been presented for examination in this application. In 
response to the last Office Action, claims 1, 12, 20, 29, and 34 have been amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 } 2, 4-6, 12-16, 19-24, 29-32 and 34-36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Haupt et al. (US# 6,434,641 ), Rosenbluth et al. (US# 

6,973,550), and Bertone (US# 6,546,465). 

Regarding claim 1 , Haupt et al. teaches for use in a system having multiple 
processors in a processing node [System Platform (100) is interpreted as the 
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processing node as claimed] coupled to a memory [Fig. 1], a method, comprising: 
a.) receiving multiple requests for data from the multiple processors; b.) if ones 
of the multiple requests are requesting the same data, creating a respective 
linked list in the processing node to record the ones of the multiple requests; and 
c.) issuing ... requests recorded by each linked list from the processing node to 
the memory [col. 1, line 1-14; col. 17, lines 12-17; col. 19, lines 48-50 & 27-32]. 

However, Haupt et al. fails to teach issuing one of the requests recorded by 
each linked list from the processing node to the memory. Rosenbluth et al. teaches 
this issuing one of the requests recorded by each linked list from the processing node to 
the memory [col. 2, line 64 col. 3, line 18; col. 7, lines 48-50]. 

However, Haupt et al. and Rosenbluth fail to teach the linking step without 
regard to types of the requests. Bertone teaches creating linked lists directed 
towards the same memory line without regard to the type of memory request [col. 4, 
lines 24-28]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
teachings of Haupt et al., Rosenbluth et al., and Bertone before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the request linking system of Haupt et al. to include the 
linking system of Rosenbluth et al., because then the retrieval of future data will be 
coherent (col. 2, lines 56-63), as well include the linking system of Bertone, because 
then unnecessary memory requests could be eliminated (col. 4, lines 24-28). 
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Regarding claim 2, Haupt et al. teaches wherein each linked list orders 
requests in order of receipt, and wherein the issued request is the oldest pending 
request [col. 19, lines 23-32]. 

Regarding claim 4, Haupt et al. teaches receiving requested data from the 
memory; if the received data was requested by requests recorded in a linked list, 
providing the received data to a processor that issued a predetermined one of 
the requests included in the linked list; removing the predetermined request from 
the linked list; and processing all requests remaining in the linked list [col. 19, line 
48 - col. 20, line 8]. 

Regarding claim 5, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the predetermined request is 
the oldest-pending request in the linked list [col. 12, lines 50-53]. 

Regarding claim 6, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the processing step includes: 
making the next request in the linked list the current request; requesting return of 
the received data from whichever one of the multiple processors last retained the 
data; providing the received data to whichever one of the multiple processors is 
indicated by the current request; and removing the current request from the 
linked list [col. 17, lines 10-34; see also col. 9, lines 35-42 for return operation 
description]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/601,030 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2187 

Regarding claim 12, Haupt et al. teaches a method for processing requests 
generated by requesters and provided to a memory including: a.) receiving a 
request for data stored in a memory; b.) if the request is requesting the same 
data as another pending request that has not yet been provided from the 
requesters to the memory, linking the request to the other pending request; and 
c.) repeating steps a.) and b.) for any additional requests issued to the memory 
[col. 6, line 1-14; col. 17, lines 12-17;col. 19, lines 48-50 & 27-32]. 

However, Haupt et al. fails to teach linking the request to the other pending 
request before either of the requests is provided by the requesters to the memory. 
Rosenbluth et al. teaches this linking before either of the requests is provided by the 
requesters to the memory [col. 2, line 64 col. 3, line 18; col. 7, lines 48-50]. 

However, Haupt et al. and Rosenbluth fail to teach the linking step without 
regard to types of the requests. Bertone teaches creating linked lists directed 
towards the same memory line without regard to the type of memory request [col. 4, 
lines 24-28]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
teachings of Haupt et al., Rosenbluth et al., and Bertone before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the request linking system of Haupt et al. to include the 
linking system of Rosenbluth et al., because then the retrieval of future data will be 
coherent (col. 2, lines 56-63), as well include the linking system of Bertone, because 
then unnecessary memory requests could be eliminated (col. 4, lines 24-28). 
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Regarding claim 13, Haupt et al. teaches wherein steps a.) through c.) include 
creating multiple linked lists of requests, each respectively associated with 
different data [col. 19, lines 23-32]. 

Regarding claim 14, Haupt et al. teaches d.) when data for the pending 
request is received from the memory, providing the data to a requester that 
issued the pending request; and e.) if the pending request is linked to any other 
request, requesting that the data be returned by a requester indicated by the 
pending request so that the any other linked request may be processed, [col. 17, 
lines 10-34; see also col. 9, lines 35-42 for return operation description]. 

Regarding claim 1 5, Haupt et al. teaches f.) providing the data to satisfy the 
linked request [col. 19, lines 50-56]. 

Regarding claim 16, Haupt et al. teaches further including: g.) making the 
linked request the current request; h.) if the current request is linked to a request, 
requesting that the data be returned by a requester that most recently retained 
the data; i.) providing returned data to satisfy the linked request; and j.) repeating 
steps g.) through i.) for any additional requests in the linked list [col. 19, line 48 - 
col. 20, line 8]. 
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Regarding claim 19, Haupt et al. teaches wherein at least one of steps e.) and 
h.) is performed in a manner that is determined programmably [return operations 
are programmed to initiate the defer CAM logic (702) operations; col. 17, lines 24-34]. 

Regarding claim 20, Haupt et al. teaches a system for processing requests to 
a memory, comprising: multiple requesters in a processing node to issue 
requests for data [col. 6, lines 1-14; col. 17, lines 12-17]; a request tracking circuit in 
the processing node [MSU 110 contains CAM 702] to retain a record of each 
request until the request is completed, and to associate a request with any other 
one or more requests for the same data [col. 1 9, lines 48-50 & 27-32]. 

However, Haupt fails to teach associating a request with any other one of the 
requests for the same data so that a single request for any given data is pending 
from the processing node to the memory at a given time. Rosenbluth et al. teaches 
a single request for any given data is pending from the processing node to the memory 
at a given time [col. 2, line 64 col. 3, line 18; col. 7, lines 48-50]. 

However, Haupt et al. and Rosenbluth fail to teach the linking step irrespective 
of types of the requests. Be.rtone teaches creating linked lists directed towards the 
same memory line without regard to the type of memory request [col. 4, lines 24-28]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
teachings of Haupt et al., Rosenbluth et al., and Bertone before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the request linking system of Haupt et al. to include the 
linking system of Rosenbluth et al., because then the retrieval of future data will be 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/601 ,030 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2187 

coherent (col. 2, lines 56-63), as well include the linking system of Bertone, because 
then unnecessary memory requests could be eliminated (col. 4, lines 24-28). 

Regarding claim 21, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the request tracking circuit 
includes a storage device to store multiple requests for the same data in a 
respective linked list of requests [Defer CAM Logic (622) contains CAM 702]. 

Regarding claim 22, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the request tracking circuit 
includes a control circuit to receive data from the memory, and to provide the 
received data to one of the multiple requesters based on information stored 
within the storage device [col. 6, lines 25-29]. 

Regarding claim 23, Haupt et al. teaches wherein if the received data is 
received in response to a request that has been associated with other requests, 
the control circuit provides the received data to whichever requester issued the 
oldest one of the associated requests, and processes each of the other 
associated requests in the order in which the other associated requests were 
recorded by the request tracking circuit [col. 1 9, lines 48-56 & 27-32], 

Regarding claim 24, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the control circuit includes 
circuits to process each of the other associated requests by attempting to obtain 
the received data from one of the multiple requesters, then providing any 
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obtained data to a requester that is identified by the request that is being 
processed [col. 17, lines 10-34; see also col. 9, lines 35-42 for return operation 
description]. 

Regarding claim 29, Haupt et al. teaches a data processing system 
comprising: a memory [235] a processing node [250] coupled to the memory and 
having one or more requesters to generate requests [col. 17, lines 12-17] for data 
to the memory, wherein the processing node includes a requesting tracking 
circuit [520] to associate requests issued for the same data [col. 19, line 48- col. 20, 
line 8; col. 19, lines 28-30]. 

However, Haupt fails to teach to allow only one of the requests for the same 
data from being issued to the memory at a given time Rosenbluth et al. teaches to 
allow only one of the requests for the same data from being issued to the memory at a 
given time [col. 2, line 64 col. 3, line 18; col. 7, lines 48-50]. 

However, Haupt et al. and Rosenbluth fail to teach the linking step without 
regard to types of the requests. Bertone teaches creating linked lists directed 
towards the same memory line without regard to the type of memory request [col. 4, 
lines 24-28]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
teachings of Haupt et al., Rosenbluth et al., and Bertone before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the request linking system of Haupt et al. to include the 
linking system of Rosenbluth et al., because then the retrieval of future data will be 
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coherent (col. 2, lines 56-63), as well include the linking system of Bertone, because 
then unnecessary memory requests could be eliminated (col. 4, lines 24-28). 

Regarding claim 30, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the processing node 
includes multiple processors [510; col. 10, lines 28-37], and wherein the requesting 
tracking circuit includes (comprises) a control circuit to receive data returned from 
the memory, the control circuit to provide the data to the processor associated 
with the oldest request pending for the data [col. 15, lines 28-42]. 

Regarding claim 31, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the control circuit includes 
a circuit [622] to determine whether other requests are pending for the received 
data, and for each of the other pending requests, attempting to obtain the data 
from whichever of the multiple processors last retained the data, then providing 
any obtained data to a processor that is associated with the request being 
processed [col. 1 7, lines 1 0-34; see also col. 9, lines 35-42 for return operation 
description]. 

Regarding claim 32, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the control circuit 
processes the multiple requests for the received data in an order in which the 
multiple requests were received [col. 19, lines 23-32]. 
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Regarding claim 34, Haupt et al. teaches a system for processing requests to 
a memory, including: processing means [120] for originating the requests to the 
memory; and request tracking means for receiving the requests, and for forming 
an association between any of the requests that are requesting the same data, 

[col. 17, lines 12-17; col. 19, lines 48-50 & 27-32]. 

However, Haupt fails to teach allowing only one of the associated requests to 
be provided from the processing means to the memory Rosenbluth et al. teaches 
this allowing only one of the associated requests to be provided from the processing 
means to the memory [col. 2, line 64 col. 3, line 18; col. 7, lines 48-50]. 

However, Haupt et al. and Rosenbluth fail to teach the linking step irrespective 
of types of the requests. Bertone teaches creating linked lists directed towards the 
same memory line without regard to the type of memory request [col. 4, lines 24-28]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
teachings of Haupt et al., Rosenbluth et al., and Bertone before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the request linking system of Haupt et al. to include the 
linking system of Rosenbluth et al., because then the retrieval of future data will be 
coherent (col. 2, lines 56-63), as well include the linking system of Bertone, because 
then unnecessary memory requests could be eliminated (col. 4, lines 24-28). 

Regarding claim 35, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the association records an 
order of receipt of the requests that are requesting the same data [col. 19, lines 23- 

32]. . 
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Regarding claim 36, Haupt et al. teaches wherein the request tracking means 
includes control means for receiving data from the memory, and if the received 
data was requested by associated requests that are requesting the same data, for 
processing each of the associated requests in the order in which the requests 
were received [col. 15, lines 28-42; col. 19, lines 48-53]. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 3, 7-11, 17, 18, 25-28, 33, and 37 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 12-16, 19-24, 29-32, and 
34-36 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/601 ,030 Page 1 3 

Art Unit: 2187 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian R. Peugh whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4199. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:00am to 
4:30pm. The examiner can also be reached on alternate Friday's from 7:00am to 
4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald Sparks, can be reached on (571) 272-4201. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



(Sriafl R./Peugh 
Prirc ary/Examiner 
ArUlnijf2187 
November 7, 2006 




